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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS: 



> The nine (9) attached sheets of drawings in APPENDIX A replace the sheets depicting 
FIGS. 1-8 that were originally filed with the above-identified application. 
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Remarks 



In response to the First Office Action mailed May 16, 2007 (hereinafter "Office 
Action"), claims 5, 9, 11-13, 19, and 22 have been amended. No claims have been cancelled 
or newly added. Therefore, claims 1-24 remain pending. Support for the instant 
amendments is provided throughout the as-filed Specification. Thus, no new matter has 
been added. In view of the foregoing amendments and following comments, allowance of 
all the claims pending in the application is respectfully requested. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

Applicant is submitting herewith a Supplemental Information Disclosure Statement 
and respectfully requests that the Examiner consider the cited reference and provide a 
signed copy of the Form PTO-1449 for this submission with the next Office Action. 



The Examiner has objected to the drawings because the labels for FIGS. 2-8 are "...in 
handwritten form" [Office Action, pg. 2, H4]. In response, Applicant is submitting herewith 
the nine (9) attached "Replacement Sheets" of drawings in APPENDIX A which replace the 
sheets depicting FIGS. 1-8 that were originally filed with the above-identified application. 
Accordingly, withdrawal of the drawing objection is earnestly sought. 



Drawings 
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Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 55 102-103 

A. Independent Claim 1 and Dependent Claims 2-4 . 

Independent claim 1 and dependent claims 2-4 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0084059 to Kelley et al. ("Kelley") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,236,980 to Reese 
[Office Action, pg. 6, H13]. Applicant traverses this rejection for at least the reason that 
the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner alleges that Kelley teaches each of the features of 
independent claim 1, with the exception of filtering research reports based on at least a 
measure of the contributors' past performance. The Examiner relies on Reese, however, to 
cure this admitted deficiency of Kelley: 



Kelley doesn't explicitly teach where the means of filtering of 
research reports is based on at least a measure of the 
contributors' past performance. Reese, however, discloses 
where reports containing investment security 
recommendations could include the performance of the 
recommenders or contributors (see abstract, lines 2-3 and 
lines 8-10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to expand the 
methodology of Kelley to include the means where the 
filtering of research reports is based on at least a measure of 
the contributors' past performance. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to expand the 
methodology of Kelley in this manner for the purpose of 
allowing a user to be informed as to which research source 
has the better investment performance record as well as 
better understand the risk(s) of the security the user may be 
interested in; 

[Office Action, 1114, pgs. 6-7, emphasis in original]. 
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Assuming arguendo that it were legally proper to modify Kelley in the manner 
alleged by the Examiner, which Applicant does not concede, the rejection would still be 
improper as Reese fails to cure the admitted deficiency of Kelley. In particular, although 
Reese appears to teach including an individual recommender performance ranking in a 
report [see, e.g., FIG. 5; and col. 16, lines 45-50], Reese does not appear to teach or suggest 
filtering research reports based on at least a measure of the contributors' past 
performance. For at least this reason, neither Kelley nor Reese, either alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest all of the features of independent claim 1. Accordingly, the 
rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. Dependent claims 2-4 are allowable 
because they depend from an allowable independent claim, as well as for the further 
features they recite. 

B. Independent Claim 5 and Dependent Claims 6-10 . 

Independent claim 5 and dependent claims 6-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kelley in view of Reese [Office Action, pg. 6, 
H13]. Similar to independent claim 1 addressed above, independent claim 5 recites, inter 
alia, the feature of filtering research reports for a plurality of contributors based on at least 
a measure of the contributors' past performance. For the reasons set forth above with 
regard to independent claim 1, neither Kelley nor Reese, either alone or in combination, 
appear to teach or suggest at least this feature. Accordingly, the rejection of independent 
claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is improper and should be withdrawn. Dependent claims 
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6-10 are allowable because they depend from an allowable independent claim, as well as 
for the further features they recite. 

C. Independent Claim 11 and Dependent Claim 12 . 

Independent claim 11 and dependent claim 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kelley in view of Reese [Office Action, pg. 6, 
1113]. Applicant traverses this rejection for at least the reason that the Examiner has failed 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Independent claim 11 recites, inter alia, the feature of: 



means for simultaneously displaying, in a graphical user 
interface: 

(i) a listing of research report objects corresponding to 
research reports authored by one or more contributors, 
wherein the research report objects comprise icons that, 
when selected by a user, enable the user to access the 
corresponding research reports; and 

(ii) historical performance data for the one or more 
contributors 



In the Office Action, at pg. 8, D16, it appears as though the Examiner is relying on 
the "stock ticker objects" in FIG. 7 of Kelley as allegedly teaching a research report object 
(which comprises an icon that, when selected by a user, enables the user to access the 
corresponding research report). In reciting "stock ticker objects," the Examiner is 
presumably referring to the long-quote pop-up (70) in FIG. 7. It is clear from Kelley, 
however, that pop-up (70) comprises a "pop-up display" that appears when a user moves a 
pointer over an object in the Context Pane: 
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As shown in FIG. 7, the preferred embodiment also provides a 
"roll-over" action which, when the user moves a pointer over 
an object in the Context pane, causes a long-quote pop-up 
(70) to be thrown across the screen. Again, under this 
paradigm, the roll-over event is detected by a client-side 
JavaScript, which then displays the long-quote pop-up on top 
of the two panes. And, if necessary, the JavaScript may 
contact the Gatekeeper to get details for the pop-up display. 



[Kelley, H [0088]]. 

Pop-up (70) does not, however, comprise an icon that, when selected by a user, 
enables the user to access a corresponding research report. The Examiner does not rely on 
Reese for this teaching. For at least this reason, the rejection of independent claim 11 is 
improper and should be withdrawn. Dependent claim 12 is allowable because it depends 
from an allowable independent claim, as well as for the further features it recites. 

D. Independent Claim 13 and Dependent Claims 14-18 . 

Independent claim 13 and dependent claims 14-16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Reese [Office Action, pg. 3, 116]. Dependent claims 
17-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Reese in 
view of Kelley [Office Action, pg. 12, H23]. 

Applicant traverses the rejection of independent claim 13 for at least the reason 
that the portions of Reese relied upon by the Examiner fail to disclose each of the recited 
claim features. In particular, neither FIG. 4 nor FIG. 13 of Reese (which are the only 
citations to Reese made by the Examiner for the rejection of independent claim 13) 
simultaneously display the following for a selected contributor: (i) a list of some or all 
securities covered by the contributor; (ii) the contributor's current prediction for one or 
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more fiscal events for each security listed; (iii) at least one measure of the contributor's 
historical performance for each security listed; and (iv) research report objects 
corresponding to one or more research reports authored by the contributor for each 
security listed. 

Accordingly, the rejection of independent claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is 
improper and should be withdrawn. Dependent claims 6-10 are allowable because they 
depend from an allowable independent claim, as well as for the further features they recite. 

E. Independent Claim 19 and Dependent Claims 20-24 . 

Independent claim 19 and dependent claims 20-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Reese [Office Action, pg. 3, H6], Dependent claims 
23-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Reese in 
view of Kelley [Office Action, pg. 12, H23]. 

Applicant traverses the rejection of independent claim 19 for at least the reason 
that the portions of Reese relied upon by the Examiner fail to disclose each of the recited 
claim features. In particular, neither FIG. 4 nor FIG. 13 of Reese (which are the only 
citations to Reese made by the Examiner for the rejection of independent claim 19) 
simultaneously display the following for a selected security: (i) a list of contributors having 
current predictions for a selected fiscal event for the security; (ii) current predictions for 
the security from each contributor listed; (iii) a measure of each contributor's historical 
performance for the security; and (iv) research report objects corresponding to one or more 
research reports authored by each contributor listed for the security. 
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Accordingly, the rejection of independent claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is 
improper and should be withdrawn. Dependent claims 20-24 are allowable because they 
depend from an allowable independent claim, as well as for the further features they recite. 



CONCLUSION 

Having addressed each of the foregoing rejections, it is respectfully submitted that a 
full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office Action and, as such, 
the application is in condition for allowance. Notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number provided. 



Date: August 17. 2007 



Respectfully submitted, 



By: 




B f ddfuit t 
Registra 



Bfaisf 
Io47,429 



Customer No. 00909 



PlLLSBURY WlNTHROP SHAW PlTTMAN LLP 

P.O. Box 10500 
McLean, Virginia 22102 
Direct Dial: 703-770-7741 
Main: 703-770-7900 
Fax: 703-770-7901 
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Appendix A 

Nine (9) "Replacement Sheets'' of Drawings depicting FIGS. 1-8 
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